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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the phor art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

2. Claims 1-6 and 8-22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Invo EP 0 314 657 in view of Keogh, Jr. et al. 2,228,169 (Keogh). 

3. Re claim 1 , Invo teaches a mirror 4 and a suction device (col. 4, II. 19-20) having 
an inlet through which liquid is sucked by the suction device and the reflecting surfaces 
of the mirror being adapted to be at least partially cleaned by liquid flowing thereacross 
(col. 4, 11.30-35). 

4. Invo does not teach the reflecting surface of the mirror being passed through by 
an opening. 

5. Keogh teaches the reflecting surface of the mirror being passed through by an 
opening as illustrated in fig. 3 (col. 2, II. 6-8). 

6. It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention to modify Invo in view of Keogh in order to provide more freedom of 

movement and not create a blind spot as taught by Keogh (col. 1 , II. 32-34). 

7. Re claims 2 and 14, Invo does not teach the mirror is prevented from rotating 
during use. 

8. Keogh teaches the mirror is prevented from rotating during use (col. 2, II. 40-41 ). 
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9. It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention to modify Invo in view of Keogh in order allow the user to direct the suction 
in a desired direction with one hand leaving the other hand free as taught by Keogh (col. 
3, 11.61-62, 70-71, col. 4, II. 1-3). 

1 0. Re claim 3, Invo teaches the mirror is arranged to suck up all liquid intended to 
be removed (col. 4, II. 31-35). 

11. Re claim 4, Invo does not teach the mirror extends in the manner of a flange 
away from the inlet. 

12. Keogh teaches the mirror extends in the manner of a flange away from the inlet 
as illustrated in fig. 3. 

1 3. It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention to modify Invo in view of Keogh in order to provide more freedom of 
movement and not create a blind spot as taught by Keogh (col. 1 , II. 32-34). 

14. Re claims 5 and 16-17, Invo does not teach the mirror forms an integrated part of 
the instrument, however, it has been held that the use of a one piece construction 
instead of the structure disclosed in the prior art would be merely a matter of obvious 
engineering choice {In re Larson, 340 F.2d 965, 968, 144 USPQ 347, 349 (CCPA 1965) 
MPEP 2144.04 V. B.). 

1 5. Re claims 6 and 18, Invo teaches the mirror removably attachable to the 
instrument as illustrated in fig. 4 (col. 3, II. 48-49). 

16. Re claim 8, Invo teaches the suction device comprises a tubular suction nozzle 
(col. 4, II. 19-20, 51-53). 
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1 7. Invo does not teach the opening in the mirror forming a mouth and the suction 
nozzle is curved. 

18. Keogh teaches the opening in the mirror forming a mouth and the nozzle is 
curved as illustrated in fig. 3. 

1 9. It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention to modify Invo In view of Keogh in order to provide more freedom of 
movement and not create a blind spot as taught by Keogh (col. 1 , II. 32-34). 

20. Re claims 9 and 1 9, Invo teaches the mirror is removably attached to the suction 
device by a frictionai coupling arrangement (col. 3, II. 48-49). 

21 . Re claims 10 and 20, Invo teaches the mirror is removably attached to a seat in 
the suction device by a holder as illustrated in fig. 5. 

22. Re claim 1 1 , Invo teaches a mirror 4 comprising a sleeve 6 adapted to couple the 
mirror to a suction device and a reflecting surface being adapted to at least be partially 
cleaned by liquid sucked by the suction device (col. 4, II. 30-35). 

23. Invo does not teach a reflecting surface being passed through by an opening. 

24. Keogh teaches a reflecting surface being passed through by an opening as 
illustrated in fig. 3 (col. 2, II. 6-8). 

25. It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention to modify Invo in view of Keogh in order to provide more freedom of 
movement and not create a blind spot as taught by Keogh (col. 1 , II. 32-34). 

26. Re claim 12, Invo teaches the suction device includes an inlet and is for a dental 
instrument (col. 4, II. 19-20, 51-54). 
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27. Invo does not teach the opening forms the mouth of the inlet. 

28. Keogh teaches the opening forms the mouth of the inlet as illustrated in fig. 3. 

29. It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention to modify Invo in view of Keogh in order to provide more freedom of 
movement and not create a blind spot as taught by Keogh (col. 1 , II. 32-34). 

30. Re claim 13, Invo teaches a dental instrument comprising the suction device 
including an inlet (col. 4, II. 19-20, 51-54). 

31 . Invo does not teach the opening forms the mouth of the inlet. 

32. Keogh teaches the opening forms the mouth of the inlet as illustrated in fig. 3. 
It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of 

the invention to modify Invo in view of Keogh in order to provide more freedom of 
movement and not create a blind spot as taught by Keogh (col. 1 , II. 32-34). 

33. Re claim 15, Invo teaches the mirror is arranged to suck up, through the sleeve 
all liquid intended to be removed (col. 51-54). 

34. Re claims 21 -22, Invo does not teach the diameter of the opening matches the 
diameter of the suction device. 

35. Keogh teaches the diameter of the opening matches the diameter of the air 
supply device as illustrated in fig. 3. 

36. It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention to modify Invo in view of Keogh in order to create a tight connection 
between the two elements. 
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37. Claim 7 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Invo EP 0 
314 657 in view of Keogh, Jr. et al. 2,228,169 (Keogh) further in view of Hukuba 
4,212,105. 

38. Re claim 7, Invo in view of Keogh does not teach the mirror is of a magnifying 
kind. 

39. Hukuba teaches the mirror is of a magnifying kind (col. 9, 1. 41 ). 

40. It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention to modify Invo in view of Keogh further in view of Hukuba in order to allow 
of inspection of the minutest details as taught by Hukuba (col. 9, II. 42-43). 

Response to Arguments 
1 . Applicant's arguments filed February 6, 2008 have been fully considered but they 
are not persuasive. Applicant argues that the combination of Invo and Keogh is not 
proper because the intended purpose. Keogh was used in combination with Invo to 
teach an opening through the reflecting surface of the mirror. Keogh teach air being 
able to flow through the instrument out through the opening in the mirror (col. 1 , II. 1-9), 
therefore in combination with Invo which teaches a mirror and a suction device (col. 4, II. 
19-20) the combination is operable because the device taught by Invo and Keogh are 
both capable of air being able to flow through the instrument. It is also noted that it 
would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art to modify Invo in view of 
Keogh, to include an the opening through the reflecting surface, since is has been held 
that the rearranging parts of an invention involves only routine skill in the art {In re 
Japikse, 181 F.2d 1019, 86 USPQ 70 (CCPA 1950) MPEP 2144.04 VI C). 
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2. In response to applicant's argument that the opening taught by Invo teaches an 
equally distributed suction over the mirror and that the aperture taught by Keogh is a 
very small one that would make Invo inoperable it is noted that the hole in the center of 
the reflecting surface taught by Keogh would also provide an equally distrusted suction 
when combined with Keogh, since the opening in the center of the mirror. In regards to 
the size of the aperture, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the 
art at the time of the invention to modify the size of the aperture since it has been held 
to be within the general skill of a worker in the art to change the size of an element {In 
Gardner V. TEC Systems, Inc., 725 F.2d 1338, 220 USPQ 777 (Fed. Cir. 1984) MPEP 
2144.04 IV A). 

3. In response to applicant's arguments against the references individually, one 
cannot show nonobviousness by attacking references individually where the rejections 

are based on combinations of references. See In re Keller, 642 F.2d 413, 208 
USPQ 871 (CCPA 1981); In re Merck & Co., 800 F.2d 1091, 231 USPQ 375 (Fed. Cir. 
1986). 

Conclusion 

1 . THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
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shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to HEIDI M. BASHAW whose telephone number is 
(571)270-3081 . The examiner can normally be reached on Mon-Thurs. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Cris Rodriguez can be reached on 571-272-4964. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



Heidi Bashaw /John J Wilson/ 

Examiner Primary Examiner 
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